Animals # Rights

Animal Rights Frontline

General Rights Args

Pain # Rights

Sentience = Rights

Animals needed for testing
Decisions about animal rights
already decided

Animal rights T anthro.
rights = human creation
animalz # contract to rights
can’t function under rights
must understand to act
rights # absolute

existence = rights

Movements Bad/Fail
Welfarist mvts. bad
Reached epoch already
Fail...yeah

Successes still fail

Must change society 15
Mvts = anthro & stoopid

Humanz

Human life = worth more
Human interest in life
Rights2animals | hmn rts

Extinction

Human Extinction = good
Extinction = impossible
Focus on species survival bad
prevent eco crap =athro
accepting extinction solves
anthro

fear of extinction=anthro

Speciesism

Good

Bad

Acnts. of cruelty = speciest

Morality & Ethics
# self conscious

must understand to act
not moral beings

ETC

A/T Util.

A/T animals voting

A/T Zoos good

A/T Singer

A/T Leopold (land rights)
A/T Deep Eco

Narratives good
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The Iilogic of Animal Rights
, by J. Neil Schulman T2
J. NEIL SCHULMAN 1s the author of two Promethens award-winning novels
http://www.pulpless.com/jneil/aniright. html
' If human beings are no different from other animals, then like all other animals it is
%W%msm&wmsmmml and
© well-being, for that is (k€ way of all nature> Therefore, aw
Ty, -conmmmml kill so quickly that we destroy a species and
) deprive our descendants of prey, human animals can kill members of other animal
f,  species for their usefulness to us.
.., ~Tt is only if we are not just anather animal -- if our nature is distinctly superior to
N other animals -- that we become subject to ethicgag aﬁ-‘g‘ and then those ethics must
et wﬂma%mﬂem ¢ losver animals. We may seek a

a~!s" balance of nature; but¢'balance? j s & conce, tonly a species as intelligent as__
Y~2es humankind wulwmmﬁ_@ temper the purposes to
2 foe " “which we put lower animals with empath and wisdom; but by virtue of our_
» - Superior natursywe decide ... and iwrymlcon&mpﬂgn..Qf
! animals for human utilitarian or Tecreational purposes, then the limits on the uses
— . We put the Jower beasts are ones we set according to our individual human

\ Consciences.
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Animal “Rights” and the New Man Haters
By Edwin [ocke, Ph.D.
http://www.aynrand.org/objectivism/animals.html 1993
ights are ethical princi i - to beings capable O
A " There is only one fundamental right: a man’s right to his owndj

feason@nd choice.”

1

!«" " successfully, man must use his rational faculty — which is exercised by@hmaf/ The
'~ “choi i egated.-only by-the.use of physical-force. To survive and_ _,

prosper, men must be free from the initiation of force by other men — free to use

b 'theiwmumg; Rights protect men against the
£  useofforce by othermen.

None of this is relevant to animals. Ani t su ht (nor

fes, .
>~y sign languages allegedl taught to them by psychologists). They survive through
%, (DO reflexes and sensory-perceptual association. Thegcannot reasotr, They
—cannot learn a code of ethics. A lion is not immoral for eating a zebra (or even for

H“?[‘f attacking a man), Predation is their natural and only means of survival; they do not

“aftacking a man).
.,.; Have the capacity to leam any other.

wwmmmmmmm&@w

pky % _Tneans.tati uasion and a code of morality rather than physical force. To_
Zlaim that man’s use of animals is immoral is to claim that we have no right to oug
b own lives and that we must sacrifice t e of creatures w
canno of grasp the concept of morality It is to elevate amoral animals to a
> a — iction.-Of course,-it 1s proper

W not to cause animals gratuitous suffering. But this is not the same as inventing a bill
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\_Rod and Patti Strapd, The Hijacking of the Human?Movement Mhihgnts 23
\ Today, as in th¢Nazj era>disillusionment, despair and Cynicism are features of the
¥ time; they pave the way for new doctrines and political movements that pander to
.4~ Tuman fears. In German Nazism, the metaphysics of hate were starkly clear. But™
7 _the version of animalisiitpracticed in England and America, whether centered on
L { iixﬁiv/igga_l_a_gl]na]s (pets and lab animals for example), or clothed in the larger -
M4 oreligion of environmentalist, is.not so easily discerned. In German Nazism an
f\f identifiable segment of humanity served as the scapegoat. In the modern version,
7 -however, The scapegoat target is so immense that the public has trouble grasping its
b scope: It's the-€ntire human racd, It's hard for the public to believe that when
“Mitchell Fox of PAWS says that because of humans, pet slaughter goes on, or when
Michael Fox of HSUS says that human nature is the problem, or when Ingrid
e Newkirk of PeTA says that humans are the biggest blight on the face of the earth, or
when Dave Foreman of Earth First! says that humanity is the cancer of nature and
- he is the antibody, that they are sharing the very core of their belief system. The
- animal rights andError! Bookmark not defined, collectively represent a Kate
> “Tovement that is disillusioned with, and“tired of > xh<entire human rac& These
Damatics identify with animals, projecting their feelings of helplessness onto them
while they, through some&ad routé?ha e di from their own species.
? “o.y The missing elementin the animalist philosophy. igCampassiopfor human
suffering. According to George Bernard Shaw, another banner carrier appropriated
v, _  for the movement, "The worsfsin towards anr fellow creaturgs.is-not.to hate them,
7Zwbut to e indifferent: hes-~That is the€ssence of inhumanity" But the animalists
‘&, " Contradict this great playwright. They suggest that in the face of human suffering
»  we should look the other way. We should let people starve, stop seeking cures,
ignore crippled children, and let nature--Gaia--seek its balance. It is clear that
animalists, as in the seventh satanic statement represent "man as just another
fr animal, sometimes better, more often worse than those that walk on all four, who
because of his 'divine spiritual and intellectual development' has become the most
vicious of all."
Animal rights literature is full of articles that urge compassion toward the unheeded
. cries of animals under human dominion. Yet, they condemn researchers who hear
i\agd feel compelled to answer another cry . ’
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Michael P. T. LEAHY 1991 (Against Liberation HV 4708 .L43) 2+

Utility and western society

‘ But let us, for argument’s sake, concede the nutritional point.
ﬁe{ Whatever weight this would add o the utilitarian scales, would need
i A \ _ to be colossal to offset the social and economic ills which might vf/ell

i F_{ﬁ follow. Frey in Rights, Killing and Suffering (1983) paints a detailed

(& 1 i tiae of
\@, picture of the possibl

‘which, although hinting strongly at overkill, are nonetheless plausible
>( enought to be disturbing (197-203). [ will meﬂq_tﬁjgt_m_oglz\tﬁhre.'e areas‘of
2, potential catastroptie. tn the first lace, 2 fyge numb
e Wﬁ@miscry—ef—mmplcymemw,
®

employees i ik ernative_jobs were not.avail-.

_able. Many localities in Europe are _d(_)mjnmed_by.live-stoek-aﬂé‘peukr.y
: . farming and vaster areas such as tbgmmsnflmSoutl1 Dakota and
i et _chas..a.nudc_lzly__mmmed., Argentina, Australia and New Zealand
would have a considerable proportion>of their national cconOMmIEs
= wned oos_Secondly, ous social lives.would needeadjustmentIf it is
M “difficult to change habits like smoﬂk_iﬂn_g__o_rﬁdrinking,_giespite the best of

intentions, then the switch__u(thj_tcﬂk\&and vegetable lasagne might

be just as painful, and for those forced to it because of the
Q‘rﬁvaﬂabnlxty of meat_it_would _a_l_s_gmb,cf‘(,dceply__rescn,t_e_ds Most
traditional French, Italian, British, American and even Oriental
restaurants would cease to exist in their present forms. Thirdly, the
idea of the European countryside, valuable to many as a source of
~beautyhistory-and-mationst-pride would also betransformed) Sheep.
would not safely graze nor would spring lambs nor calves; the average
TFarmer could hardly be expected to stock them for old times! sake. .
Clark is beady-eyed in his dismissal of what he seems to regard as
sentimentality:

We are entitled to ask why it matters, if it is true, that there
should be no such poor slaves to be seen. Because we get
aesthetic pleasure from the scene, and are therefore entitled to

L-/instigate whatever distress be necessary to achieve our satisfac-
tion?

o~
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Kevin DOLAN 1999 (Ethics, Animals and Science SThl
(JusCan), BD, DipLaw, FIAT. HV 4708 .D58) P8 13y

What rights could animals have?

)
T he existence of animal rights is conceded, it may \\.‘uh Jstification be .'l\kt;d; \l;:lz:i....

Care those nightss How has a widespread ignoranee of them hngered (lf)\\‘l‘l ‘t \;. q;.c“;

W -ul)?k:m'd them and with what authority? Are thev .!II.Ilﬂgﬂ‘ll\ \\‘I(I i
nghts? me<uuunyaly}u.du§w _g_w,m:;_]g_gt_}. -
' ti;m<. tending to disniss them s _gjg_i._ul_xlct.-i_l\‘,_|vwi;n)1tu:.xgt_g;__thg_pg{\_gf_u_\mf; t !;h‘
“high deals I Tight, with justification, be asked i right” i the ot juste tor what the

KIS Folfessor 1-1933) was wont to sy (It
campaigners are advocating As Professor Joad (18911953

depends on \\-‘h.n vou mean by righes, T

- onderstood rights are legal rights. Sal-
215 “an interest recognized and prmeg.‘tcd f"'@]
Tich is a wrong cdight 2~
i kol in_the absence of clear legal
—— abroad. Few, however, would regard

s eather t s LK or o .
cments on the topic, cither in the L S A o of
REMEUSLR Kk of rights outside a legal context. When the justice
e ——————

fiehre as solely legal. We tal

The most widely koo and_most casily
smed jurist, detined Jewal rights

mond. the les

s 139

Amnng sy

legislation is questioned. as was done in the case ot apartheid. or when legal reform i \',{)

called tor, appeal is made to rights bevond the law ~cioral dghts Ific were not taken
for granted dhat there are gghts outside and indeed above the law, by which the law

ﬁ?ﬂ'ﬁ can be judged, such an appeal swould beta-ton SxISEHIEentities
These monal rights are on a higher level than legal rights, For mast people down <. |
the agesc these higher obligations drew their foree from religious authariey. Outside .
the orbit of moral theology the notion of moral nqmi_hdgjjﬁ_b*m@ K
personal awareness of correct behaviour or in a sense of duey (shades of the cate-
goncal imperative ()&ﬂﬂ) wl\d‘
Moral sights, though less cleardy defined. are more enduring than legal rights, .y
Some Jegal rights which are more or less now universally accepted. for example the trr?
nght to property. were in the past denied by many legishitive systems to some see-
tions of the community. In spite of such legal attitudes there is evidence that
retormers considered such rights. as the right to property. existed for all people.
whether granted by Tiw or not. The foundation of such claims to rights could not
have been based on laws thae did not then exist but they were regarded as moral
nights. Under such moral preseure, legislation like the Mamied Women's Act (18%2).

transformed these presumed moral Fghts into legal rights, ol
Natural rights are even ware ambiguons than moral rights. Their vagueness has not P

excluded them from the arcna of controversy on aninal tse and abise, Natural riehts
L \

Appear to arise trom the nature of things as they are or as they are thoucht ro be by the
o : . .. . T . . . - .

proponents of specific natural rights. A famous historical exposition of such rights can

be tound in the Dccl;n-.xMhn associated with the French Revolution: ‘Man s

born tree . Thicimplied a right to freedom arising from the innate nature of iman.

Can sinnlar natural righes be argued tor, on the basis of the nature of animals The
nature of many animals implies the need to roam and the power to adjust to their
wironment. Are they alio o fra” vl -Gt an analogous rght to treedom? \

W] gues:
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Kathleen MAR-KWART 93 (Kathleen Marquardt, Chariman of FPutting
People First, “Animal Scam”) p.%

The breadth of this ambition—what I call “animal apartheid”—is

staggenng.
It means no hunting, fishing, or trapping. No livestock farming or
# ranching. No use of animals in science or education; no animal bone

d disorders, or animal blood to treat Rh factor
types. No beef, pork, lamb, chicken, fish, eggs, or even honey. No
A{ : leather shoes, fur collars, wool sweaters, down jackets or com-
forters, or even silk.5 @)
M;W\ And this just scratches the surface. No zoos, aquariums, circuses,
[’15{. rodeos, horse racing, carriage rides, or animal actors in films. No
butter, cheese, yogurt, or Ben & Jerry’s Rainforest Crunchice cream.”
No meat-byproducts in your dog and cat food—not that it makes
o, H55. any difference, because there would be I;Q_pﬂEL (s
:@ And more: Candies, crayons, gelatin, marshmallows, drywall,
home insulation, linoleum, candles, soap, glue, brake fluid, and
bl heart valves—even the runway foam used for aircraft with dis-
finy  2bledlanding gear—all would befforbiddendunder an animal rights
_regime. 1)
Make no mistake about it: animal rights means no milk for our
4{? tgh_ChlldrgLrgLnﬂmﬁmuM__W%ﬂe_@Ma’
No rat traps could mean the return of thelpubonic plaguejNo pest
control means wxdesoread( malana\ No whole-animal models

_mgans_jhaLmened;cal_xeseamhe:s-uﬂLh&ham_Stmng trying to

%g Yet this movement has ecome a multimillion dollar industry
“{Y supported by many Hollywood celebrities, from Candice Bergen to
Kim Basinger—who make their fabulous incomes on film emul-

sion, an animal prod
,f Animal rights is aalsasteﬂnot just for humanity, but for animals
_as well. It rejects the concept of animal welfare. That means no
4@ L@ wildlife management, veterinary medicine, or captive breeding of

e?tdangered species. It means needlgss auffgrmg and death for bot}\

eople and ani f some speci -

| mal rights is not out toimprove-animal care but to_abolish it.
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White, 1989 [Alan, Animal Rights and Human Obligations, p. 121]

__pomething capable only of sentience ing would _not nec- Sm{g o
essarily be capable of exercising, owning, or enjoying a right, much Jess of
claiming, asserting, insisting on, or ﬁghtilquorlwi'_ﬁ_—i—r_m‘}rgm W@
relinquishingthem Nor of having obligations, duties, privileges, etc. Anel &
though it would be capable of having something done for it or of being i ”Hﬂf
a.certain state, it would not necessari ¢ capable of performing tasks, W '
asswming attudes, or having emotions, Hence, its possible rights, if any, fq‘\q
would be confined to the right to have something done Tor it such as to be
treated or protected, or to be in a certain state, such as to be happy or 5'“ z{

T to remain alive. More ough sentience or capacity o suger 5% H
Id be necessary for the possible possession of a right to anything rele- f

i

v o_these, such as a right to protection from suffering—because a right
to V.implies being logically able to V—they would Tiot be sulficent, The
fact tk i n suffer fro ins or a man suffer from

doubt does not in itself prove that it or he is capable of a right to protection
from the

se. ,
isunderstanding to object to this distinction between the kinds

to treat one species less considerately than another, but only that one 5 A &)@é
SEEQEE;’ that 1s, a person, can sensibly be said to exercise or waive a ringBa e ﬂgw N
under an obligation, have a duty, etc., whereas another ca howey U
unab.r?mmmﬁf

AN
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Sentiente not ve

Hergrove, Professor of Phil y an i
> P Fhilosophy and Religion at University of N rth
[Eugene, «ditor. T171e Animal Rights/Environmental Ethics D?l;ate pg. I”‘T - 1?9

The primary argument from sentiment is that whatever is sentient «

- has aright to life. It is weaker than the prudential argument in that it
does depend on animals not being machines (and many people are
not convinced of this in the sense that they doubt the behavioral evi-
dence that animals have conscious feelings). It is also weak because
there is no explanation why the characteristic of sentience should
entitle an entity to rights, minimally to the right to life, or as in the
argument below, to the right not to be made to suffer unnecessarily.
“The appeal to sentience is, however, better than the appeal to mere

" “existence, for a least there is a generally accepted way of distinguish-

—

ing between sentient and insentient existence (for the same reason
the appeal to life is better than the appeal to mere existence). Never-
theless, all these appeals suffer from the same problem. Why, one must
ask, does_the mere possession of sentience (or in some Versions,
merely of life) endow an entity with the right to life or to relief from
unnecessary suffering, let alone a right to a comfortable habitat in

order to live out its natural life? ™,

e

C ) W/O SQ_&..%*-. C)p Se)él neo /l)l\“j e i /9053) 292‘(

———

Hargrove, Professor in Department of Philosophy, 1992. [Eugene C., University of North Texas,
State U. of NY Press]

above to a non-self-conscious being could be made only by one who is
self-conscious;@éhsider abeing who is sentient but not self-conscious.
Such abeing preshmably experiences sensations of pain and pleasure, y
but has no experience of self. Without any sense of self, this being ) &

would also have no sense of continuity, no notion or memory of past n

experience as its own, and no anticipation of future experience. Some -

people have thus suggested that non-self-conscious animals live only
_inthepresent. They experience pain and pleasure only in the moment.

Now I think that merely spelling this out is enough to show its

inadequacy. Even if sensations are experienced only in the moment, to

be experienced they must be experienced as one’s own by a tempor-

ally restricted self-consciousness. Even Hume’s atomic impression

and ideas have a character of awareness. It seems obvious that self-

awareness is essential to sentience, or to experience of any kind.-

T .
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1 intrush, there argTighasic differences between the.physialogy. of laboratory animals
£"* " and humans. Both control their internal biochemistry by releasing endocrine
w.+] “hormones that are all essentially the same; both humans and laboratory animals

{=  $end ougsimi | transmitters ¥som nerve cells in the central and peripheral
. “hervous systems, and both react in the same way to infection or tissue injury.
Wmmpmmmmum are 1ot
/.L'Tt identical to the conditions studied in humans. But they are not @gned be so;
rs~), instead such models provide a means to study a particular procedure. Thus, cystic

<

fibrosis in mice may not exactly mimic the human condition (which varies
considerably among patients anyway), but it does provide a way 10 establish the
optimal method of administering gene therapy to cure the disease. Opponents of
animal experiments also allege that most illness can be avoided by a change of
lifestyle; for example, adoption of a vegan diet that avoids all animal products.

. Whereas we support the promulgation of healthy practices, we do not consider that
Louj examples could be prevented by such measures.

‘/Q.{,n
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Locks, Professor of Management and Psychology at the University of Maryland at College Park [Edwin A.,
‘“tgp_:/?‘abcnews.go.com/sectioins/us/Takingsides1 html, “Animals and Rights?,” September 29]

o~ "“he;ﬁi;i)’eﬁ&itude of humans toward animals should include compassion. Because animals can feel pain, it

wold be cruel to cause them gratuitous or unnecessary suffering. But there is a difference between
compassion and constitutional rights. Using animals for medical research is morally legitimate and has and

\_ will help save millions of human lives. -

e
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Hsieh. a\;_gt;ient, Hé;';alrd Uﬁiveféiiy, 1994 [Diana, ht 777://7v—v;s'fwg.dianahsieh.com/under rad/tdoar.html, “The

Dange: : of Animal Rights,” December 6] .

ouc g ating and attempting to protect animal rights would be disastrous to humans, as well as to the
detriment of many animals. Humang derive enormous benefit from medical testing on animals; in fact
buman life has been extended by 28 years by the very tests that anima] rights activists are so quickto

denouwce as "iseless ToT TC: ghes 35) K National Review article reported that "animal research has.
led to vace diphtheria, polio, measles, mumps, whopping cough, effective treatment of

tnnecessarily restricts human potential, By analogy, just because a Wwoman can physically survive focked
1 her house, periodically beaten by her husband, doesn't mean that she ought to pursue such a [ife or +1-.-
othe:s should force her into it]

\mw*’
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Francione, Gary B. Introduction to Animal Rights: Your Child or the Dog?
2000 Temple University Press

Animals as Property: An Unbalanced Balance

The reason for the profound inconsistency between what we say about
animals and how we actually treat them is the status of animals as our
property. !¢ Animals are commodities that we own and that have no value
other than that which we as property owners choose to give them. The
property status of animals renders completely meaningless any balanc-
ing that is supposedly required under the humane treatment principle
or animal welfare Taws, because what we really balance are the interests
of property owners against the interests of their animal property. It does
not take much knowledge of property law or economics to recognize
that such a balance will rarely, if ever, tip in the animal’s favor. If some-
one suggested that you balance your interests against those of your au-
tomobile or your wristwatch, you would quite correctly regard the sug-
gestion as absurd. Your automobile and your watch are your property.
They have no morally significant interests; they are merely rhings that
have no value except that which you, the owner, accord to them. Be-
cause animals are merely property, we are generally permitted to ignore

their interests and to inflict the most horrendous pain and suffering or
“death on them when Tt is cconomically beneficial to us. T
["We say that we can prefer animal interests over human interests but
only when necessary to do s0, but it is z/ways necessary to decide against
animals in ordér o _protect human property rights in animals. We are
allowed to interpret necessary suffering as any suffering needed to use
our animal property for a particular purpose—even if that purpose is

solely for our use and has no value €xcept as a means to our ends. There
. .
en the human and the animal in-

is really W
terest because th ice has already been predetermined by the prop-
erty statumi@\———‘

N

\ ;% P‘\J
e hen
~y eyed D

lovs PO'“’*‘J

7 hace w 1‘70"'}

c““‘g\
gt mtboy



b ok
4o /ocem’f'/fs"\

- S

] l) Qo
Hot do hetp anims
A':")e'“ﬂ eflert o /Juvcwf- “n

o nsh"‘s renlng

R

Hargrog;e, Professor in Department of Philosophy, 1992. [Eugene C., University of North Ter

State U. of NY Press]

#_deﬂ/\aps this is to anthropomorphize, but merely to attribute
self-consciousness to an entity on the basis of its behavior—particu-
larlyits apparently intentionally communicative behavior about what
one must infer are its own interests and desires—is not in fact to an-
thropomorphize the entity. My guess is that the worry about anthro-
pomorphizing animals often stems from a desire to keep them out of
— the moral milieu, much as Descartes refuses them self-consciousness
in part because he does not think they have Christian souls. But mere
¥ possession of sentience and self-consciousness, intelligence and
= rémmmFWunicate
= aDboutone’s self, none or all of these makes an entity amoral agentin a
moral milieu. Self-consciousness is indeed the foundational necessary
condition for moral agency, but like the sentienice which isTinked to it,
is far from being a sufficient condition. 7 i
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rove, Professor of Philosophy and Religion at University of North Texas, 1992

[Eugene, editor. The Animal Rights/Environmental Ethics Debate pp. b~} 1

Most\notions of moi‘al, legal, divifléTyioI:&ained, natural, and
“ordinary” rightsa i relations among human

s w‘:ﬁ"’é beings, their institutions, and their gods. Ordinarily or naturally (in
Lt X N the West) human beings are thought to have rights to life, liberty, and
& n N\f:y\ property or the pursuit of interests, and duties to behave fairly or
VR equitably. There is; however, enough world-wide cultural variation to
O Stuggest that rights and duties may be human conceptual artifacts.

Because I want to contrast two extreme positions, I assume for one of
them that natural and ordinary rights and duties areinformal human

~ inventions, just as legal rights and duties are formal inventions., Also,
at this extreme, gods and divinely ordaified Tights and duties asswell’

w}m&aﬂd‘duﬁes man invention
HIvVentions, as

- 7 ied to.be human i
suggested by the immense varigtlgf_go_cLs_,‘re%hgi_onhsLand moral codes
‘that prolif uman-histery. This stance is anti-supernatural t

is the position that human beings and all wfﬁéfrhvvaFkg:fﬁ‘éﬁaﬁg
rights and duties—are natural in the sense o

fbeing a part of nature.
However, those who hold this position have not generally found that
entities other than humans inhabit the moral mﬂieu@orality, while
natural, is . apparently a-cultural-artifaet-uni Be~~tomﬁi§ﬁjﬁéﬁg§ I
call this 1 Q_ls_mpi’t:?k:alkposiﬁ@
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Animals ¥ have wntiads o rishts

”Regan, author, 1989 [Tom, ed. Regan, Animal Rights and Human Obligations, p. 106]

rHere, very crudely, is the root idea: morality consists of a set of rules

that individuals voluntarily agree to abide by, as we do_when we sign a

contract (hence the name contractarianism). Those who understand and

accept the terms of the contract are-covered directly; they have rights

created and recognized by, and protected in, the contract. And these
contractors can also have protection spelled out for others who, though
Aﬁﬂwthey lack the ability to unders}and morality and so cannot sign the contract
: & 25, themselves, are loved or cherished by those who can. Thus young children,
: for example, are unable to sign contracts and lack rights. But they are
protected by the contract nonetheless because of the sentimental interests

of others, most notably their parents. So we have, then, duties involving

these children, duties regarding them, but no duties to them. Our duties in

their case are indirect duties to other human beings, usually their parents.

As for animals. since they cannot understand contracts, they obviously

cannot sign; and since they cannot sign, they have no rights. Tike children,
however, some animals are the object of the sentimental interest of others.
You, for example, love your dog or cat. So those animals that eqough
people care about (companion animals, whales, baby seals, the American
bald eagle), though they lack rights themselves, will be protected because of
the sentimental interests of people. I have, then, according to contractar-
ianism, no duty directly to your dog or any other animal, not even the duty
not to cause them pain or suffering; my duty not to hurt them is a duty I
have to those people who care about what happens to them. As for other
animals, where-ne-or-littte-sentimental interest is preseg&:m@_s_e of
farm animals, for example, orlaboratory-rats—what duties we have grow
‘weaker and weaker, perhaps to the vanishing point. Th;_?él,i,zz;nd death
they. endure;-theugh real, are not wrong if no one cares about them.] V0
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VWhite, 1989 [Alan, Animal Rights and Human Obligations, p. 120]

Mo the FUlTTanguage o a right_ only a person can logically have a right
because only @ person can be the subject of such predications. ights dye
o the sorts of things of which non-persons can De the subjects, however
1W o Cortall ways. Nor dOes this, as some
contend, exclude mnfants, children, the feeble-minded, the comatose, the
dead, or generations yet unborn.2 Any of these may be for various reasons
empirically unable to fulfil the full role of a right-holder. But so long as
they are pe ons—and it is significant that we think and spm
joung, Teeble-minded, incapacitated, dead, unborn persons—they_are log-
igigbé,i‘““ible subiects ofrights to whom the full language of rights can
significaptly. however, falsely. be used. It is a misfortune, not a tautology,
11:ai these persons cannot exercise or enjoy, claim, or waive, their rights or
o their duty or fulfil their obligations. The law has always linked together
the notions of a person and of the bearer of rights, duties, privileges,
powers, liberties, liabilities, immunities, etc., so thata change in application
of one notion has accompanied a parallel change in application of the
other.? Thus, at various times in the law, gods, idols, unborn and dead
human beings, animals, inanimate things, corporations, and governments,
have been treated as persons because they were conceived as possible
subjects of such jural relations as rights, duties, etc. who can commit or be
the victims of torts and crimes. In Roman law slaves were things, not
persons, and, hence, had no rights. The attitudes of various legal systems
to the possible rights of an unborn child depend on how far they are
regarded as legal persons.” [ .
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Hsieh, Law Student, Harvard University, 1994 [Diana, http://wwg/.dianahsieh.com/under rad/tdoar html, “The

@Z%L‘Ammal Rights,” Decﬁn\fberﬁ{]/ﬂlgﬂl(/( m 47 )U‘ﬁmw m&( (ﬂ 0 l Mﬁﬁw

- Determining the necessary attributes of riglits-bearing creature is a difficult task, so let me illustrate, with
‘an example, the principles involved. A man, much to his dismay, is being devoured by a ferocious tigenl Zi ﬂ V]w
, ;
n |

The man, in an attempt to stop the tiger, yells, "Stop you criminal! Rights violator! Initiator of force!"
Clearly this is not only an ineffective strategy, but also an incorrect use of terminology. Why can't we
rightfully accuse the tiger of violating rights? In short, because he cannot reason and lacks free will. And
for these very same reasons, we cannot say that the tiger has rights himself, because rights are a set of
reciprocal relationships, or in other words, only the animals that have rights are expected to respect the
rights of others:]
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Hargrove, Professor of Philosophy and Religion at University of North Texas, 1992

[Eugene, editor. The Animal Rights/Environmental Ethics Debate pp _Eyj___]

mger now goes on to deny thata lgvel of mtelhgence permitting
fferstandmg of nghts isTequired [to have them:(al ugh he says g

ébove thatlack of understanding debars the dog from voting). Inargu-o 2
ingthat the principle of equality must “be extended to all beings, black & T
“or white, masculine or feminine, human or nonhuman,”! Smger says G g
that “If possessing a hlgher degree of intelligence does not entitle one 2%
"human t6 use another for his own ends, how can it entitle humans to §
Ay

nonhumans for the same pur]g_ose‘”’12 But it is not the degree of

T A
‘\f>>

mtelhgence per se that is significant to the possessmn of rlghts here, . "'-
‘but rather whatis understood The relevgmt difference is that hum,ans g

‘hivea general capamty to understand moral principles such as those
involved in voting, or: concernmg rights and duties, whereas many
nonhumansdo‘«not& '
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D) RiekTS NOT ABSOLLTE

Fra  one, Professor of Law, 200

L: gt 5 ol

0. [Gary B. Introduction to Animal ~ 1ts: Your Child or the

Do For example, our right of free speech protects our interest in self-ex-

pression even if other people

do not value that expression and would sti-

fle our expression merely because it would benefit them.] Rights, how-
ever, are not absolute in the sense that their protection has no exception.
For example, my right of free speech does not protect my falsely shout-
ing “fire” in a crowded movie theater or my making false and defama-
tory statements about another. In those cases, my interest in speech is
not protected, but in neither case is any attempt made to censor the con-
tent of my speech merely because others disagree with me)
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eBut
?,,.- ¢ itis usual that moral systems he general or universal in the sense Eat
Pﬁ \4;’@’"7&9 their attributions do not depen
QW’\‘@%S A4 sValuated, As Kant argued, existence itselfis not characteri
\}fﬂ’@" ful for designating the character or essence of a thing.
Wt V3 primary use of moral systems’is to distin uish goo
from wrong, among existing entities, Existence and nonexiste

living has a right to life. Now some ecological moralists may in facr
Inean to assert that all that exists or is alive ereby has the right't:
existence or to life, Even if thisis true, one awaits an argument for it

I N o
E x5 e e Aces pnod sty kvw't'n; IZI;A%

2% Nﬁ’ gainsitsright to éxistence because of its function ‘The land” might be
)"{?-W\hﬁé said to earn jtg right to existence bec'ause 1t makes possible the exist
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[ Such welfarist reforms, Francione mgues@wmmmw
S —————

v t
of animal rights. New welfarism, he asserts, suffers from a structural defect: It seeks to
eliminate ammal suffering, but at the same time 1Teinforceythe property structure responsible
AUA or that sufferipg, Francione makes this point with the hypothetical example of a law Tequiting

p that cows awaiting slaughter receive water (pp. 141-48). Animal wellarists would support such
a
w&" “Taw as a ""step[ ] in the right direction’ or g ""springboard into animal rights" (p. 141).
ranCione, however, maintains that such a law, by regulating the property regime would
Ticcessarily alSqIegiHmaTe e SySTETar allows humans o treat COWS as property. He agrees

that
cows have an interest in receiving water; yet he believes that so long as the cows remain

Td
4 { b
um :
‘hj %rop:‘?y)'lhe body of institutional exploitation produces(ﬁéw)types of suffering as soon as
/Z -

older
5M ones are removed” (p. 145).
~

Francione sets down criteria for pragmatic, incremental activism that nonetheless eliminates
the
institutionalized exploitation engendered in the deprivation of rights. n14 Animal rights

activists must seek legislation n15 that prohibits - and @oes not refin€y activities consatutive
“of

The exploitative institutions (pp. 192-203), vﬁ%@%ﬂ%&hﬂw@
1 place of the prohibited activity (pp. 207-11). n16 Such activism, he contends, will recognize

! and respect noninstitutional animal interests.

P‘V\j btch
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Peter SINGER Bioethics, Princeton 1990 Animal Liberation p. Jdo- t)

There has been oppositiox; to experimenting on animals for a

<tong timey This opposition has madmﬂe headway) because ex-

p('r “perimenters, backed by commercial e That Brofil by supply-

i‘ng iaboratory animals and equipment, have been able to con-
A’Eﬂ vince legislators and the public that opposition comes froi

“uninformed fanatics who cansider the interests of animals more

n umportant than the interests of human beings. But to be opposed

U/}WT/tEvhat is going an now it jsthot necessary to insist that all ani-
mal experiments stop immediately. All we need ta say is that ex-_
periments serving no direct and urgent purpose shoulgd
mediatelyPand in the remaining fields of research, we should,
whenever possible, seek to replace experiments that involve ani-

mals with alternative methods that do not.

T Avnal Kicun 6o Have Dot A They Gy

BUFFALO NEWS 5.8.00

(’ Even this was not enough. ¥r:1 A tnen proposed a campaign modeled on those milk
 carton pictures of missing children. Its replica would display a "missing” cow,
lost to animal medical experimentation. Imagine how that must have affected
families looking for their lost children.
I believe that PETA and other animal-rights organizations played an
important, positive role in changing the way animals are cared for in medical —
\ research and surgical practice. Modern animal research facilities are very
ifferent from their counterparts a half-century ago. Today, alternatives to

A@?: fjogs, more than 99 percent. In fact, t

_ extremely strict. In each of the six universities in which I taught, for
A # example, proposals for animal experimentation or other use had first to be

" reviewed by broadly representative committees. And lab inspections are
A The Buffalo News, May 8, 2000 ++

i< regularly scheduled.

(AR  Thus, the animal-rights groups have achieved an honorable victory, and we
should credit them for that, Unfortunately, they will not be satisfied until all
animal research activities are stopped. (Of interest is the fact that they

LERQC‘” quite happy to accept experimentation on humans.)
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Peter SINGER Bioethics, Princeton 1990 Animal Liberationp. 7 (S— 77

| There are several reasons for the failure of the animat weirare
establishment to take action against the most important kinds of
cruelty. One is historical. When first founded, the RSPCA and
ASPCA were radical groups, far ahead of the public opinion ot
Q their times, and opposed to all forms of cruelty to animals, in-
%N‘/ cluding cruelty to farm animals, who then, as now, were the vic-
tims of many of the worst abuses. Gradually, however, as thes
organizations grew in wealth, membership, and respectability,
\»’ they lost their radical commitment and became part of the “estab-
lishment.” They built up close contacts with members of the gov-
ernment, and with businessmen and scientists. They tried to use
‘k@ these contacts to improve the conditions of animals, and some
minor improvements resulted; but at the same time contacts with
those whose basic interests are in the use 6f animals for food or
research purposes blunted the radical criticism of the exploita-
tion of animals that had inspired the founders. Again and again
the societies compromised their fundamental principles for the
sake of trivial reforms. Better some progress now than nothing at
all, they said; but often the reforms proved ineffective in improv-
ing the conditions of the animals, and functioned rather to re-

assure the public that nothing further needed to be done.6
As their wealth increased, another consideration became im-
portant. The animal welfare societies had been set up as regis-
tered charities. This status brought them substantial tax savings:
but it is a condition of being registered as a charity, in both Great
Britain and the United States, that the charitable organization
does not engage in political activities. Political action, unfortu-
nately, is sometimes the only way to improve the conditions of
animals (especially if an organization is too cautious to call for
public boycotts of animal products), but most of the large groups
kept well clear of anything that might endanger their charitable
status. This has led them to emphasize safe activities like collect-
ing stray dogs and prosecuting individual acts of wanton cruelty,

|/ . instead of broad campaigns against systematic cruelty.

'L Finally, at some point during the last hundred years the major
mimal welfare societies lost interest in farm animals. Perhaps
this was because the supporters and officials of the societies
-ame from the cities and knew more and cared more about dogs
ind cats than about pigs and calves. Whatever the reason, for
most of the present century, the literature and pubhglty of the
Id established groups made a significant contribution to the
prevailing attitude that dogs and cats and wild animals ngeci
protection, but other animals do not. Thus people came to think
' “animal welfare” as something for kindly ladies who are
dntty about cats, and not as a cause founded on basic principles

| wfju'stice and morality.
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Gary L. FRANCIONE law, Rutgers Winter 96 Rutgers L. Rv.

In the area of furs, Finsen and Finsen state that the "antifur campaign is one campaign in
which

activists can claim to have made progress.” n132 They acknowledge, however, that "knowing
with
any degree of assurance to what extent a variety of potential causal factors was operative in
the fur o

slump igenormously difficult)n133 Moreover, they observe that "at the same time that the
[fur;
market is very bad, the fur jndustry in the United States is also undergoing some changes that
ma

i-fur movement." n134 Fin Finsen cite the
widespread opening of foreign markets for fur, especially in Japan, and "even more ominous,”

they
oint to the i 1.6 coatsand the emergence of rtically-integrated
companies,

such as Jindo, a South Korean company, that manages all phases of the fur operation from
ranching

to retail selling. n135 In addition, cheaper furs made abroad, as well as excess supply in the
l United States, may create greater demand as prices inevitably fall,
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HOUSTON CHRONICLE 1.04.00 Un

- r None of the activists' efforts will succeed without public support, said
/4& x Francione, whose textbook Introduction to Animal Rights: Your Child or Your
~—  Dog will be published in January.
A The Houston Chronicle January 09, 2000, Sunday ++
% "Let's assume someb ing, 'No more meat-eating," "

Vo) suggested Francione - who follows a vegan diet, as do his six dogs. "Pg
g would be rioting in the streets. The legal system can't get too far out in front

- of public sentiment -
< we are going to change significantly the status of animals in our

S; e culture, we first need 1o work ong@ocial atiitudes>
7 Indeed, said Daniel Oliver, author of Animal Rights: The Inhumane Crusade,
"most people have never had any moral qualms" about owning animals. Will pegple
ever agree with the activists an p ownership of their pets?

T thenl Tantisicnea) Ravia mactaca T e

You's~ Gor To Caance Pisuc Amrvoes st

HOUSTON CHRONICLE 1.04.00 I/n

¢l The issue of legal standing is one of the biggest for the animal-rights
X movement. It's the reason Francione says that action in the legislature, not the
courts, is the best way to gain broader rights for animals.

) "We didn't get rid of slavery by having a bunch of lawyers bring court
\\b sc:hal]enges," he said.
¥ Buthe acknowledges that change will most likely come slowly.

X A
‘;\ (__ ntl we really, as a culture, confront the fact that we're eating 8 billion
of them a year, all the rest is nonsense," he said.

———
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Pearce, Aﬂﬂidf e—{n‘cﬁﬁgsaf

i Caring about the plight of the non- icti i i case of
i i IS it a matter of
N, as is sometimes sy gested with all

ce of seriousness tright mj N =minded" people WhHo worty
a t the torture of non-h are on balance tem eramentally more rather than
less inclin 0 act in an effort to minimise humansu ering . Such contrasts.ang

anti in_abstainina from ing meat, for
i ce, one ca €.campaigning for exclusively human
causes &S one did as a practising carnivore. T ——

J

\

~ Kheel, 1989 [Marti, Animal Rights and Human Ob}; ations, p. 2561
Clneer estingly, the field of environmental ethics js ap op: '

s an owth of two A{\\““;\W\

motionally—i.e.. AR IR
ignificantl '\(‘ljk D
(S wom
|
Sentiments,
and
Marti Kheel is co-founder of Feminists f, i i ‘
. . A i ;
professional journals in moral, political, a(x)lrd sgég]f Lﬁxg)l;;;;;d @ frequent contributor to [f
Reprinted with ermission fi i « i : I‘ed /h
Environment Etlzi?s 7 (1985), ;;.mlxi;té'l(heel, The liberation of nature: A circular affajy.» i
leak !
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Peter Singer 85 (philosophy, bioethics, Monash University. Author, “In
Defense of Animals” prologue) p.€~7

\  Ithink wewill emerge from the present decade witha signiﬁc?ntly
g different attitude towards the sanctity of human life, an atExtudc
which considers the quality of the life at stake rather than the simple

oimndd  matter of whether the life is or is not that of a member of the species

ol Homo sapiens. Once this happens, we shall be ready to take a m_th
b broader view of the wrongness of killing, one In which the capacities
e of the being in question will play a central role. Such a view will not
1t discriminate on the basis of species alone but w1ll' still draw a
distinction between the seriousness of killing beings with the mental

W’W capacities of normal human adults and killing beings who fio not
. possess, and never have possessed, these mental capacities. Itisnota
ot bias in favour of our own species that leads us to think that there is

PRSI UTE. ]

Y\ |  greater moral significance in taking the life of a normal human than
gﬁL there is in taking the life of, for example, a fish. To give just one
1

s _the future: to take the life of a normal human 1s therefore to cut off
| lid{ these plans and to prevent them from ever being fulfilled. Fish, I
e | expect, do not have as clear a conception of themselves as beings
ggjﬂ,ﬂ, with a past and a future. Consequently, to kill a fish is not to prevent
3 :L‘Ly‘thc fulfilment of any plans, or at least not ol'any Tong-range future
a lans. This does not, 1 stress, mean that it is all right, or morally
“gmvxal, to kill fish. If fish are capable of enjoying their lives, as I
v believe they are, we do better when we let them continue to live than
4{ when we needlessly end their lives, though when we cut short the life
@, of a fish, we arefiopdoing something as bad as when we needlessly
5 jend the life of a normal human adult.

g U reason for this distinction, a normal human has hopes and plans for
B

il

K
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g Yy g how the moral status of animals has
been understood b thinkers t animals have rights. Then we
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“2- heat of fair criticism, If we start our thinking in ¢
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Regan, autﬁor, 1989[Tom_,;:;i Regan, Anima] Rights and Human Obligationf;,, p. 105]
"How to Proceed? We begip 1, askin

his wa W soon find thay
» fome people believe that we have no duties directly Lo animals, that we owe

%othing to them, that we can do nothing that wrongs them. Rather, we can

do WIONg acts that mvolve animals, an 50 we€ have diitics regarding themi
-thou h S ;i views. By way
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Eowlands, Department of Philosophy at Ireland U, 1998:?@;2111’ma] Rights:
—_

relevantly similar inter
interasts that they lack,
“Titing on animal
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Hsieh, Law Student, Harvard University, 1994 [Diana, httD://www.dianahQieh.com/underzrad/tdoar html, “The
Dangers of Animal Rights,” Dece s

GEanand Mo 1o anivnaly Violds oyetum of Wgn@

EAlshough animal rights activists would downplay the importance of the human capacity to reason. to use

Q_I)Stractlons and logic, is the human con sciousness. not any physical attribute, that enable our survival.'?
Skyscrapers, breathtaking works of art, and even the books crusading for animal rights are only made ™
possible by the use of reason. Granting rights to beings who cann, i

understanding what rights are or why they should be respected would destroy the reciprocity of rights.
Animals would be permitted to systematically vio S 1] i could not do

better, w be bound by law to respect the rights of animals, This double standard would
destroy the necessary coherepce in a system o rights. By the same token, an animal who does not have )
free will, whose instincts determine its course of action would not be capable of choosing to respect

.rigalits, could Mot be said to have rights;_l

s

l/ — _&\"" o\u\/\\/‘*\m\g kab\/\,&g |
VeSO L WAL :\:\\E \O§,17 oM houay e e

m/under ra(%;;;htnﬂ, “The

1 [
y el

Hsieh, Léw Student, Harvard University, 1994 [Diana, http://www.dianahsich.co

LS 7 A W nas 6 peoperly) wid eigint=

rights of freedom of action and of propert would be systematically undermined if animals were granted
unwarranted protection by Taw. Because, SR, all claims that animals have rights are

illegitimate, attempts to legally protect animals from harm, no matter how well-intentioned, will
mevitably result in the violation of human rightsf']
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Anurag A, Agrawal, Entomology + Center for Population Biology, UC Davis 1997 -
Global Biodiversity Magazine, Volume 6, No. 3, VIEWS

Humans are parasites, and parasitism is an integral part of nature. There is nothing
dirty, evil, or intrinsically negative about arasites. Remember, though, that the best
parasites keep their hosts alive: a parasite without a host is a predator with no more
food. Curiously, humans seem bent on destroying the Earth, our host. Do we simply
exploit our host out of need?

Are human beings programmed for destruction? And if so, what does this mean for
our survival? Is it bad or wrong? For most of humans time on Earth under low
population levels, we have exploited without consequence. Metaphorically, we had
left enough flowers and pollinators to ensure our and their reproductive success.
With a burgeoning population, this situation is changin . We are poised to be the
instruments, direct and indirect, of extinction for many species. Possibly our own.

Is that a bad thing? Extinction is not really taboo, it is only part of a natural cycle.
Let us not forget that our species is part of 'the cycle' -- only with the blessing or
curse of freedom to override evolutionary forces (guns, eyeglasses, bulldozers, etc.).
Oil, wood, and cultivated shrimp from ponds are our equivalents of the nectar-
robbers. Do I argue for the end of mining, forest clearing, and damming of rivers?

Of course not. This would simply be a feactionary view equal to the call for no
nectar for the nectar-robber. But perhaps we have gotten 100 good at beating natural
selection -- accelerating our cause with little regard to our symbiolic partners.

Are we doomed (0 extinction so soon? If so. it will not be caused by natural
sclection, but by self-imposed thoughtful sclection. untrammeled freedom. Like
other organisms, we manipulate the animate and inanimate world around us.
Parasitism, mutualism, and extinction are all of part of the cycle in our hands. The
evolutionary process did not hard-wire humans to build things like computers -- it
only gave us the potential hardware required. The same "technology" will either
lead us to conservation or extinction,

TROGDOR = Eveny Hiing
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From the available evidence, it appears that “natural selection [operating throughout
starvation, disease, and death] so often leads to extinction rather than to perfection”
(104). The fossil remnants indicate that all the extinct s cies, which inhabited the
Earth at some time during its long geologic history. vanished from the organic
scene in either of two basic ways: (i) either by dying out altogether (upon arriving at
an evolutionary dead-end). or (i) by gradually evolving into another species ( a
process called speciation) ( 105). In either circumstance, a species which existed at
one time disappears from the bios. It must therefore be concluded that extinction is
4 natural episode within the continuous process of organic evolution, an episode
from_which no species is immune (99). “Extinction--relatively rapid in the time
scale of evolution--is the rule" (106). Thus, "evolution is not predestined to promote
always the good and the beautiful" in the eyes of man (107).

But what about man? Is the species Homo sapiens in conformity with the dynamic
pattern of organic evolution? A number of respected evolutionists doubt that
humans are evolving today (108, 109). They believe that natural selection is
essentially at a standstill, or at least is not operating in the normal way, so far as the
adaptation_of human beings to the natural environment (110, 111, 112). This
stagnation, if it is veritable, may be crucial to the long range durability of ;narfk’i'nd.
because there is reason to believe that any Species, if it is (o survive 1o its maximum
evolutionary potential, must be_recurrently subjected to the process of natural
selection.

If there is indeed a natural law which demands that all species evolve, or else be
forced to extinction, then rhe great question becomes one of whether naris a part
of material Nature, or above it (113). Certainly [Dem/is unique in biown way, but
this does not mean that be'is any "more unique than any other species that is a sole
survivor of a genus and a family" (114). In fact, human beings are no more highly
evolved than most other grou s of present day mammals (115). Furthermore,
mamimals as a whole cannot justifiably be considered as more advanced than

cephalopods or insects, in terms of success in a natural environment. Any notions to
the contrary have resulted from the inescapable fact that it is inem/x;ho has arranged
all_organisms in_an evolutionary hicrarchv, It is the human viewpoint_that has
placed maind "t the supmit of all creation.” and we make our comparisons on

Uiis basis (113).
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Now I must ask (as Hume [18] surely would have),

! which 'o;vsibi/it is mor
extraordinary, that man is truly special, y . Y

& ‘ or that man only thinks he s special? And,
if YOU master the “relatrve sense® 1, TSSPONANE 1o i JOSSIIL L w3l Sopd oy
I worse than_any other livin thing"

exist, t

exist, there was : ) dubitable prerequisite of Qhotosynthcsis= the
‘ phenomenon by which plants absorb carbon dioxide (the principal anima] waste)

operation utilize a fraction of the Sun's energy to transform light into nutriment for
other forms of life, including M (118). McHarg (119) has vividly expressed
this dependency of the bios on the plant kingdom's ability to capture fragments of
the Sun's rays before they re-radiate from the Earth into the vast Universe:
"All life now, the residue of all life past, the transformations of all life in
all time all creatures and all men arc based upon the chloroplast, turned to
the sun, arresting and ordering its energy as it passes to disorder....[And
s0,] at least in thermodynamic terms, the world consist[s] of a working
partnership between the sun and the leaf as man look{s] on-irrelevant,
smiling benignly upon the scenc, secure in the illusion of his primacy."
What else needs be said to confirm that human life is no more or less than Nature
itself, that man is forever tied to “the physical processes and biological cycles from
which all life slowly emerged through millions of years of evolution" (120). What
more knowledge must flow from the Pierian spring to convince man that all life is a
product of the evolution of inorganic nature, and that he himself is a product of the
evolution of life. Homo sapiens is "nothing more or less than the result of natural
selection in nature" ( 121), a natural process which ultimately demands natural
extinction,
The very fact that humans are mortal beings should be sufficient evidence that manr
Is exposed (0 the same basic laws of Nature as are the other members of the animal
kingdom. Furthermore. it may be intensely relevant that the archaeological records
have revealed at leasﬁour subspecies)gf Homo sapiens which have become/extingt
in the recent past, i.e.,kSolo, Rhodesian, Neanderthal, and Cromagnon man ( 122).
"The same [general] principles which have governed natural processes in the past
will continue to affect just as they/alwa have') (39). At some time in the
future even twentieth-century man“must be submitted once again to the miseries of
natural selection--that "system of checks and balances” by which organic evolution

operates (123). Technolo
death” (124) and the "hard conditions of life"(125). How much longer pran will
survive before heteaches a similar dead-end (or undergocs speciation) is uncertain;
however. based on (he duration of other subspecics of sapiens. present-day man may
be discarded from the cvolutionary scene within no more than a few niillennia.
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- warld is not dec:cased by the new perspective,although the fear and amdety - i
were b’ 10j ow raotivation start to dissipate and are replaced by acertain
Buleresziness. We act because life is the only game m oW, but actions “vom a

disinterested, less attached consciousness may be more effective.

7 Activists often don't have much time for meditation, The disinterested spai.+ ‘v. find

- ( here may be similar to meditation. Some teachers of meditation are embracin; wer;

{/ecology 4 and vice versa. 5 . - )

Of all the species th

¢ €S, any sp at is unable tc
adap ange 'b.‘. evolution takes pla j
f In this way an oxygen-starved fish, ancestor of yours and mine, commenced ta
i« colonize the land. Threat of extinction is the potter’s hand that molds ail the forms of
Saay life.
The human species is<ne pfdilljons fhreatened by imminent extinction throu
Lt/ nuclear war and other environmental changes. And while it is true that the "human
nature" revealed by 12,000 years of written history does not offer much hope that we
can change our warlike, greedy, ignorant ways, the vastly longer fossil history assures
¥ us that we can change. We are that fish, and the myriad other death-defying feats of
our recent "humanity") is warranted.
From this point of view, the threat of extinction appears as the
gvolve. After a brief respite from the potter's hand, here we arq
ain. The change that is required of us is not some new resistance to radiation, but a #
in consciousness. Deep ecology 1s the search Tor a viable consciousness. i
Surely consciousness emer evolved according to th e la e
else - mol nvironmental pressured. In the recent past, when faced with _

g o v
intolerable envir ures, the mind of our ancestors must time and again %
J have been forced to franscend itself
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Susanna KAEPPELER ex-feminist prof, Now a free lance writer in
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Species, nations, and cthnic communitics are not just “commu-
“HItICs ™ Constitared through the self-determined chorce ot their in-
_dividual members: they are collective entitics requiring men and <§%)

women (males and females) to serve thatentity’s reproduction. Wei-

ther are theyChjstorical communiticd determined by their actnal 2

members; they are . ;msh{storic.al centitieKeonstruct Qf the nn’f
cndowed (by that mind] with a lifc that sQpersedey the Tives of their @

72

individu; slb—Athoming the life of the collective o
to affirm th instrumcntaliza
rificing their lives and t eir right to life in the interest of the collec- C/L%
tive entity’s survival. Reproduction becomes an interest on the meta- = °
level of the collective, a gositive expectatiomof individual members” Sy,
reproductive activity, Reproductive choice thus ceascs to be the right -
of individuals, their choic%againsSrcproduction becoming a@ @
to the species” survival,
aeSFocusing on the preservation of peoples, of specices, of collective C\
entities in the interest of maintaining for “Qg i .
Plicity of lile forms iCquallyNo advoea SpeciesGsurvivalhrough
reproduction, at the cost not only of the lives (R‘Tndm‘cﬂmls, but of .
tm@l& of their living. This perspective s already so “nata. |
ralized” in the “scientific” Western perspective that environmental- \;L
ists as well as scientists foreground the preservation of the multi
plicity of life-forms and of the planct’s genctic pool. Hence C'aiifnmia Ty )
scientists may proposg to archivize and explore the genetic informa- o ey

tion of the@Bushmedof South Africa, theS4Hill People”of New

o
Guinea, African "Pygmiese the Yanomarmi of the Amazon, and the ALY

Basque people of Spain before they finally become extinct.™ THe Q)

dying out of these peoples is Calmly presumed but gcnctics nnAd .
reproductive technologies will preserve the survival of th.c gcm:Anc
wealth of humanity. Instead of aQolitical strugglen favor of sccuring

living conditions for peoplc in this world, we—the certain SUrvivors
continuing to live on this planct—invest in a &eioentifc struggl

engincer“theigenctic survival—at the cost of the dipnity of living \
_people and for ourown benefiafter the pcopl@hcms@s may have

fied.>. o P

S;ﬂe‘ By groe- Z//ﬂf “fwse— OF (m/ness f@‘PtZoDucmN,
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In this way the focus on _species survival and extinction(eflects v
attention from the need for political action on behalf of mc?(_’REL?fﬁ?_d) 3¢y
where their survival as a%species™is assured through rcproducnon v
or, indeed, breeding. The necessity for support for Croatian an‘d.all -3 ‘f

| othér women taped receded behind the need to protect the Bosnian ’
i

1 S

Muslim people. People in the Third World may be oppressed, with
thousands dying of poverty and hunger, yet the Western world's.
political focus is not on the climination of the causes of this oppres-

sion, but on the éoﬂtra'l':)"/,'(ﬁ)_contﬂ}"omﬁg‘?mr reproduction?! Sim-
,_i-l:'irluy ) fg]g‘;tnry animals produced for human consumption, scientific Ev?'”:

experimentation, and pet keeping—who therefore are 1o no dangerof (e
“collcclive extinction, human breedi ng ensuring their “survival”—do
not_have the support of animal o icrvationists to end violence
—against them *? While there is no suggested analogy beeween the
groups of “objects”--people in oppressed conditions and animals in
oppressed conditions—there is a similarity in the subjectivity pro-
ducing that oppression, a similarity in the doing.
“Breeding” is the answer of human science to the threat of extinc-
tion, with a technology developed'sjde by sidd with the technology
for the industria(fnass destruction of people and life on the planet.
_The two technologics are two sides of thosame intenty the cagi-
.neered destruction of people, other living beings and lifc-forms, and
he artificigr”production of lifeNunder th€eontror of the SUPCITICC,
the exterminators oldll elsd Behind the science of an “object world”
Js ascientific human subjeét witli(he desire 1o hyvea
over that world.
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In the mtcnm, I hall content myself with the hope (or illusion that there i
ind might deci h rat: met1m in hefuture Re etfull

on the assumption th human sh uld me the * stodlns - f Na

) would achieve nothing t eth 1 if everyone were to adopt the belief tha "I
F°‘-‘“ . gan save the Earth" (296). When m e_this attitude, it is principally for

‘themselves gha; they are gongemed, rather than for Nature, Ang, this is the vgg'
‘kind of nthro i a ite

fa m the mor

n ;nvirgnmgng,

e THEWEL LS
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ﬁhe immensity of geologic time has a different, often disorienting effect. It fights
G . ief that, godlike, we can control our
/( fate or the fate of 1221?1;9 (Mullis 203), Big numbers are disorienting, and geologic
time involves somé(very big numbers}! he age of the Earth, for example is
@7,600,000,99(_) years; a Earth's history time line with a scale where one millimeter
equals one year stretches 4600 kilometers (2700 miles). At the same scale, all of
(%‘6 uman history fits easily on a classroom wall, with an individual lifetime being
BiccenS hout the width of a human hajr, Trying to put human environmental impact on
desert environment in perspective Edward Abbey, states: "Growth for the sake of
_growth is a cancerous madness, Phoenix and Albuquerque will not be betier cities

to live i when their populations double again and again__.. No matter, 1t 1s of

~slight importance, Time and the winds will sooner or later bury the Seven Cities of
Cibola, Phoenix, Tucson, Albuquerque, all of _them, under dunes of glowing sand
over which blue-eyed Navajo Bedouin will herd their sheep and horses" (Abbey
160). It may be reassuring or alienating to understand that even ifwe eventually
cause our own extinction, the Earth wﬁﬁimately recover_Rather than becoming

/ extinct we may evolve like the radiation-mutated people in Children of the Dust

——
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Bigoey fhvwg.
O r What happened in the 1980s? We have brought something _ "f TM%‘
down on ourselves as expensive, although not quite as brutal, c
as a world war. Did_everybody forget that we were just big Lremn Mates
Am’ﬂb.ants? Did somebody convince us that just because most of our Autriteg o cenrausn
G_) feligions had lost their appeal, we ourselves were suddenly Juvs, Z%LE')
; gods? That we were now the masters of the planet and th.e
HW guardians of the statys quo? That the precise climatic condi-

WV tions that happen to exist on the Earth today in the Holy Twen-
tieth Century, the Climatic Century of 001, the Arst year of

hyman dominatiap of all of Earth, should be herg’Torever) in
secula s Al the good species are here now. None
shall perish and no new ones are welcome. Biology is no

longer allowed: the Environmental Protection Agency and the
ntergovernmental Panel on Climate Change are now in charge.

_ l@volution is over. —
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ﬁemarkably, defenders of animal liberation are sometimes.attacked

for this clamas.if it somehow demeaned the fight against racism or
sexism _to_have non-human _animals mentioned in_the same breath.
However, the comparison is perfectly legitimate. This can be seen
simply from the fact that the argument described above is simply one
instance of a more general argument form:

P1. Individual members of group X possess a substantial set of
moral entitlements including, fundamentally, the entitlement to
equal consideration and respect.

P2. There are no morally relevant differences between individual
members of group X and individual members of group Y.

| C. Therefore, individual members of group Y also possess a
substantial set of moral entitlements including, fundamentally, the
entitlement to equal consideration and respect.

It is because the fundamental argument for animal liberation is an

AStaTeeof this more general form that we could make use of essen-

Tally the same argument against the namuhjna hid to achieve human,
instance of this more general form That the comparison with argy-
ments against racism and sexism 1s both legitimate an ica]ly
ompelling, If there j i ¢ be i i
and sexism, on the one hand, and the case against speciesism on _the
other, it 1s not in virtue of the Togical form of the argumenis these

cases instantiate. The logical form is, in each caseLidentical,,]
—_— ) ) ~ P

~
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The force of the accusation of "speciesism’ rests upon a fallacious analogy between speciesism and
sexism or racism. Sexism and racism attempt use inessential traits, like sex, skin color, and ethnic origin,
as indicators of intellectual inferiority. In confrast, Specicsism 18 the recognition that there are real %@A
differences in mental and physical ability within the animal kinW@l@@m
of other amimals. For example, fecognizing the important distinctions between housecats and lions and .
treating each species accordingly is, at the very least, simple prudence, for refusing to recognize these
differences could result in severe injury)It is a fact that humans Tiave a more advanced consciousnes s than
ny other species which gives them an incredible a in the natural world. [t is a fact that to

vooate the interests of another species at the expense of one's own interests will eventually bring death.
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Lynda BIRKE
and Women, P,
F- he wnuny, morcover, is self constructed in ways that diminish

the signiticance of the animal, Goross {T990] suggests that the wide-

1ology, women’s studies ® U of Warwick, 199§ Animals

,l(\': spread use of the passive voice in scientific papers “is a rouunce
"?/6"'/6 means for making physical objects and cvents the subjects of scien-
© Tulic sentences” (73). Phrases such as “the animals were injected” are

Yo L€ et SCIICNCC

. typical. Here, the animals are indecd the subject of the verb: but they
Mm&‘\“, do notbecome “subjects” in the more philosophical sense, Whatthe
: o Passive ywice does istoGcmove the scientisdirom the senLence, so

e reducing the emotional unpact on the reader of what is donce to the
animal v
S—— .
Gioss (1990] cnmiphasizes the construction of seientific papers gy
e nabzed)ideali e ;
@.——;‘/ on reality, but the @ehic 2 )
@srnm”;u;lnm'nml and observational evenis” [81). lyenehy (1988)
stmtbnrly contrasts (he idealimod acgount of the written records, with
wheat he ”gfm«(%bmafwy;g@mj&\) Conversation, vnbilze wiitien
records, ‘!’ypft,u“ym.lkr-. relerence to “whoag Canpowiong L ean o
niake relerence o a more e e teeling for the antials; Wiede
980 has described, for cx:m?l(ﬁ‘}::)w seientists working with chim-
panzees may make reference to the cognitive abilitics of the animals
'nconversation, but this awurcncs%sbm written accounts, If thi'
Jvritten accounts of seienee reflect a seemingly obicetive jdeology,
CONVersations among scicntists :m.@ch morc umhivalcia On one
T;;_md, seientists may use languape clearly reminiscent of the “air of
bravado.” So what if an animal dies, T was onee told, “(here's more

s which “style . is not a window

D an ] JESYStemg

where that came from.” Lynch recalls the erude langige and rep

artec aecampanying scientists’ repeated attempts Lo et a rat suce-

cesstully. Yo, on the other hand, scientists also express feclings

about the animals and acknowledge the need for cmpathy and “good

handling” (Lynch T9E8Y, cven though open discussion of these feel-

mgs is not encouraged. Indeed, Arluke {19921 found that cven talking

about h.lVlll)'_ mrerviewed scientises who expressed unease met with
l_'_~n'.~.|--l.‘|m't' mescientfie crreles.
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Hargrove, Professor in Department of Phllosophy, 1992. [Eugene C., University of North Texas,
State U. of NY Press] :

@ond it might be ochcted that animals cannot or need not
understand _maral_principles hecause moral principles are Ruiian
artifacts. One answer is that humans and their works are a part of
artrach
nature, so moral principles are as much apart of the animals' natural

_environment as any other. As to why they should botherwithrmoral
prmcxples I'm reduced to suggestmg that maybe they want to, and
WM

Third, w say that they will believe that chimpanzees,
for example, are self-conscious when they tell us they are. A few
chimpanzees in their use of signs of self-reference come very close to
doing just this. However, behaviorists consider verbal as just another
form of publicity observable communicative behavior (without coun-

e s secmegmenac
tenancing introspective accompaniments), and, on this basis, some
nonhuman animals exhibit behavior which is as adequate (admit-
tedly on the criticized argument from analogy) for concluding that
they have the six reciprocity framework characteristics (behaviorally
defined) as is human behavior for the same conclusion.

Finally, there is a very difficult problem about how to treat an
animal that is only sometimes a moral agent. These animals would be
moral entities in having the first five characteristics of the reciprocity
framework, but, as anyone knows who has much to do with, say, dogs
or chimpanzees, they sometimes seem to lose the ability to intend to

¢t with Trespect to moral principles which at other times they have.
Such a loss affected Camus’ stranger. >




MNOF
phothr ST

b he bl Yo V“"’“‘*C"‘il’“ﬂ-d(n(m/(
ay\_.‘, [ .

Arsmels & ach om morals

o

o e | pr’;nc;/ﬂlf /'0 LL“""_;L‘C”"I-

———

—

Hargwrove, Profes;;)r\ofPhilosophy and Religion at University of North Texas, 1992

[Euggne, editor.

Rights/Environmental Ethics Debate pp.2.~% ]

Accordingly,‘%LLf_ the pPrimary way to gaiﬁnoral ‘worth is to act
according to moral duties, then any entities that cannot actaccording
tomoral duties—such as stones, crickets, and trees—cannot perforce
€arn moral rights, And, because they cannot act according to moraj
duties, neither does It make sense to say that they have mora] duties.
Thus, one must be a moral agent—a being who relates morally to
others—in order to earn rights. I outline below the six necessary and
(in combination) sufficient chz;f'acteristics for being a moral agent,.

§;_:1‘he Primary characteristic required of a mora] agent is self-
consciousness. To act at all, and barticularly to get credit for acting

The Animal

both plausible and true because both duty-bearing and right-bearing
behavior—according to or opposed to duties and rights—depend on

?

one must understand both one’s duties and rights in order to have
them. Otherwise, one does not behaye in a moral milieu and one’s
behavior cannot be evaluated morallyi(but see below, sections IITand
IVY. Finally, it is generally assumed that the agent is physically capa-
ble;atteast botentially, of carrying out the action, Thus, someone who
is constrained, or paralyzed, or ill, and thus cannot act freely, may be

MenrT,

T s Mardenes
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Hargrove, Professor of Philosophy and Religion at University of North Texas, 1992
[Eugene, editor. The Animal Rights/Environmental Ethics Debate pp_1 ]
Wmémamgsﬁpé‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁl positions are humanis-

tic in that according to then(&'ghts and duties apply intrinsically or

primarily only to human beings:Human beings may decide to take on

nonreciprocally certain unsanctmﬁ“tﬁmlﬁﬁﬁﬁ“ﬁiﬁ”ﬂﬁture,
and to accord to nature certain unearned rights or claims on human
E};@& But relationships between human I beings and nonhuman
nature with respect to rights and duties are held on both these views
to differ drastically from reciprocal moral relations -among human
beings. I believe that the reciprocity framework of section 1 provides
the explanation for this claim that only humans populate the moral
milieu, a claim shared by advocates of these two radically different
positions. Bt

CJ éfﬁt o I«u.v-c‘ —ere | rishty

Hargrove, Professor of Philosophy and Religion at University of North Texas, 1992
[Eugene, editor. The Animal Rights/Environmental Ethics Debate pp.

\ 1S CXPINALLY attarysis 1 a1 davocating, thengjs that to have
moral worth, to have moral righ ts, or to h&wmﬂmn of a moral
milieu, an entity must be a moral agent, which requires that it have: v M
— o
1. self-consciousness, YW"&
2. capability of understanding moral principles about rights T
T *"‘B*-——x—«_._“_wg of
and duties, , V2 ol
3. freedom to act either according to or opposed to given princj-
ples of duty, B
4. understanding of given principles of duty,
5. physical capability (o tentialityﬁ)”of acting according to
@iy, and Tl

duty. ~\

6. m@gmimmmgmwmgmn principles of

*Cheh L o penix .. ’
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Animals in Science, Utilitarianism, and Animal Rights

The fundamental differences between utilitarianism and the rights view
are never more apparent than in the case of the use of animals in science.
For ?t,bfe utilitarian, whether the harm done to animals in pursuit of
‘ tific ends is justified depends on the balance of the aggrég;{ed
consequences for all those affected by the outcome. If the consequences
that result from harming animals would produce the best aggregate
_balance of good over evil, then harmful experimentation is obligatory. If
the resulting consequences would be at least as good as what are other-
wise obtainable, then harmful experimentation is permissible. Only if
harmful experimentation would produce less than the best consequences
would it be wrong. For a utilitarian to oppose or support harmful experi-
mentation on animals, therefore, requires that he have the relevant

facts—who will be benefited or harmed, how much, and so on. Everyoite’s
interests, including the interests of those who do the tests or conduct the
research, their employers, the dependents of these persons, the retailers
and wholesalers of cages, animal breeders, and others, must be taken into
account and counted equitably. For utilitarians, such side effects count. The
animals used in the test have no privileged moral status. Their interests
must be taken into account, to be sure, but not anﬁnore than anybody
else’s interests.

As is “almost always’” the case, utilitarians simply fail to give us what
is needed—the relevant facts, facts that we must have, given their theory,
to determine whether use of animals in science is or is not justified.
Moreover, for a utilitarian to claim or imply that there must be something
wrong with a given experiment, if the experimenter would not be willing
to use a less intelligent, less aware human being but would be willing to
use a more intelligent, more aware animal, simply lacks a utilitarian basis.
For all we know, and for all the utilitarian has thus far told us, the
consequences of using such an animal, all considered, might be better
than those that would result from using the human being. It is not who is
used, given utilitarian theory, that matters; it is the consequences that do.




YO\ &7
ANWEZD ST

At UL ont

Y v v

The rights view takes a very different stand. No one, whether human
or aiﬁ:_rr_l‘gl_,wiisy’g&gﬂtg_,be treated as if she were a mere receptacle, or as if her
value were reducible to her possible utility for others. We are, that is,
never to harm the individual merely on the grounds that this will or just
might produce “the best” aggregate consequences. To do so is to violate
the rights of the individual. That is why the harm done to animals in
pursuit of scientific purposes is wrong. The benefits derived are real
enough; but some gains are ill-gotten, and all gains are ill-gotten when
secured unjustly.

So it is that the rights view issues its challenge to those who do
science: advance knowledge, work for the general welfare, but not by
allowing practices that violate the rights of the individual. These are, one
might say, the terms of the new contract between science and society, a
contract that, however belatedly, now contains the signature of those
who speak for the rights of animals. Those who accept the rights view, and
who sign for animals, will not be satisfied with anything less than the total
abolition of the harmful use of animals in science—in education, in toxicity
testing, in basic research. But the rights view plays no favorites. No scien-
tific practice that violates human rights, whether the humans be moral
agents or moral patients, is acceptable. And the same applies to those
humans W, for reasons analogous to those advanced in the present
~hapter in regard to nonhumans, should be given the benefit of the doubt

about having rights because of the weight of our ignoran.ce——the. newly
born and the soon-to-be born. Those who accept the ng,llxlts view are
committed to denying any and all'access to these “resources” on the part
of those who do science. And we do this not because we oppose cruelty
(though we. nor bec: or kindnessﬂ(j&gggg “we do), but
because justice requires nothing less. =

- e

Fe




YNDL oT A Bsds vob (2)
ANTHRO S \200T fL o

—_—

A,.;,.af f}ﬂ\f?, e a3 Procd lw\-u', LAY il b vofe,

Peter Singer 85 (philosophy, bioethics, Monash University. Author, “in

Defense of Animals” prologue) p.&- 7 .
It does not mean that animals have all the same rights as you and

m—,‘ have. Animal liberationists do not minimize the obvious dilferences
between most members of our species and members of other species.

Wiml The rights to vote, freedom of speech, freedom of worship — none of
.these(Can)apply to other animals. Similarly, what harms humans
e may cause much Iess harm, or even no harm at all, to some animals.
- IF I were to confine a herd of cows within the boundaries of the

- county of, say, Devon, I do not think I would be doing them any

(h\"m“ harm at all; if, on the other hand, I were to take a group of people and
W\%nq restrict them to the same county, I am sure many would protest that
I had harmed them considerably, even if they were allowed to bring

their families and friends, and notwithstanding the many undoubted

l attractions of that particular county. Humans have interests in

U mountaiu-climbing and skiing, in seeing the world and in sampling

foreign cultures. Cows like lush pastures and shelter from harsh

weather. Hence to deny humans the right to travel outside Devon

would be to restrict their rights significantly; it would not be a
{ significant restriction of the rights of cows.
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Francione, Gary B. Introduction to Animal Rights: Your Child or the Dog?

y 2000 Temple University Press
C¢ o
(gtéooy. Zoos are a popular form of entertainment in the United States. ¥

ver one thousand species of animals are keptin large zoos and in smaller
roadside zoos across the country. These animals are captured from their
natural habitats, bred in zoos’ captive-breeding programs, or purchased or
borrowed from other zoos. They are often forced to travel long distances
in cramped-containers, and many animals arrive ill, injured, or dead.
The conditions of many American zoos can only be described as de-
plorable. Animals are kept in barren cages that provide no physical or
mental stimulation whatsoever. When zoos advertise “natural habitats,”

this usually means concrete banks and “trees” made of plastic resin with
metal “leaves”; electric fencing surrounds any real vegetation. Gif-

exhibit areas, which are hidden from public view but in which animai;
spend most of their lives, remain unchanged by such upgrades and ar :
nothing more than cages. Animals in zoos—even “good” zoos, or thos :
with “natural habitats”—often exhibit neurotic, stress-induced behas -
iors, such as pacing, head bobbing, weaving back and forth, and throw -
ing feces at humans. Some animals develop ulcers, others infections i 1
their feet from standing in urine and excrement. The stress of confine -
ment prevents some animals from engaging in normal behaviors like s ;
and childbearing, as evidenced by the difficulties that zoos have had i ;
getting certain species to reproduce in captive-breeding programs,_/
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Hargraove, Professor of Philoso
[Eugeno, editor. The Animal Rj

phy and Religion at University of North Texas, 1992
ghts/Environmental Ethics Debate pp. 1% 1

«_Even after accepung uiat (many)nonhuman animals are sen- an ik
tient, however, the question 6f Whether or Not they have interests-as y g~
hﬁmag_s__gig_s@y_mains. In section IV I conclude, not unlike Singer, yre&
that some do. Singer’s argument that they do, nevertheless, must be nume
considered in detail becauseitis o Wmmmmua- it
cious. Briefly, Singer (anid many others) jumps from statements about
the differing interests of different classgs of humans to claims about
rights of animals based on their “interests.” The argument is fallacious
becaiise nonhuman animals are not shown by it to have interests in

the relevant sense that humansdoy
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Hargrove, Professor of Philosophy and Religion at University of North Texas, 1992
[Eugene, editor. The Animal Rights/Environmental Ethics Debate pp._1© 7“]“‘

L
L Jalue fro fact, which is a procedure generally rejected by philosc-
N \,““"5’l s~ phers<The mere existence of “the land” is neither an explanation of
iﬁeswk nor a justification for its having rights. Consider the entirely natural
) possibility that these entities do not exist. If they do not exist, they do.
’ not (on his ground) have aright to exist. Furthermore, if their right to
W&m_l;heir—existence, then, if they are destroyed, their

rights are destroyed. And once they no longer exist, there are no
2 b Bl
longer any rights anyone couldappeal to to blame the destroyers or t~

deplore the destruction. The paradoxicalsituation would be théi i
I ave aright to existence ofily until they are deprived of existence

Fo‘,s_e'f‘ -\P»u‘f /N'tjul e;\y\.,; Sey
all gow Muo(és ,l/me(H“/«A/



OO\ a1
PNTRO Stz T

AT -osep =

— P@p Elowsr —¥ 20, oo+ PeAaTHs A TEme

Marti KHEEL writer about ecofe
Animals and Women. P, 11/

} Environmental philosophy and the environmental moverment as a

minism and animal Woeration, 1995

€ MU , ) v
whaole have failed to incorporate o penume concern fop individinag!

hu&'r beings. Currently, no major enviropmental organizotion iswitliag to

express opposition_to hunting, and none takes a position on_¢ating

Congrage._meat? But undil the environmental movement and environnental
philosophy develop a concern for Qdividu;ll I)ciug’,b, they will be

ino1vaws IVIng in thedshadowdof their violent past, Hunters currently kil
more Lhan@)() mllluﬁamm als every year. Ihuy(:){(l&(\.n lss) and

Cm‘ph millions more. An ceofeminist cthic must deplore this, along

with all other expressions of violenee, It must seck to sever the
connections that Nistorically have bound the environmental move.

ment o a practice of violence, An ceofeminist ethic must help us 1o

realize that, since we do not need o hunt or cat meat for survival, we
should do €eithcly Rather, we should all engage in a genuine celebra-
tion which recopnizes that the bese gift chat we can offer to and

I recerve fromanimals s therr contimued hives,

A Pesnt




oy o rp‘;—(— ;D?%P O

WO S i
% LAN.D Errc éé’és Eicr OF & T3 'P'é‘

ettt ey
Linda VANCE California Inst, OF integral studies, SF, Lexturer,
summer time Ranger @ San Juan 7 Rio Gr ande national forest in
Durango, CA. 1995 Animals and Women. P, { ?‘3
s ) Although it avoids the crude “good animal/bad animal” fantasy of
Tre anthropocentric positions, the land cthic CONLINIIeS distingninh
Lwo between classes of animals For domestic animals, the outcome of
e/ the Story is predetermingd: they will IC mead For wild animals,
Deer e degrec of chance is possible: although, as land cthic proponeny Baird
Ca”lc<)tt_()h§crvcs{ “the most fundamental fact of lif¢ in the hiotic
community is cating . . . and being caten” (57} wild animals may
exereise their own cunning fuck, and strength to cl’l'cclivcl\(m
cauthontheir life stories, h
M.()st su.;mhcantly,‘ however, the |, :thij 25 not allow for the
consideration ()fpartlcularly situated individuals: cverything exists
. ?S; pec ¢ representat Lype, and is judged as such. An
_n ividual life ha i unless! of course, that individual is
T <o o . . _—-‘-—-_-_-.-‘
among th@)f i kind And while conflicts between individuals
may arise, they are irrelevant unless their resolution will af ct“the
f s g will affect “the
land.” o
{( =and.”
Excne B s,
Decp  Eowst 6 4 Sraan T T At
Linda VANCE California Inst, OF integral studies, SF, Lexturer,
summer time Ranger @ San Juan / Rio Grande national forest in

Durango, CA. 1995 Animals and Women, ¢, 24

! Deep ceology barely acknowledges the existence of animals as

f A/ animals, o, indeed, of any ereature as an cmbodicd individual, As
I ceotenmist Val Mlurmwood (1991, 1Y9.3) hasargued 10s g philosoplhy

<, of mind, an abstraction that renders our daily existence inconsequen-

R){EP e tial. In this respect, it makes possible stories about animals that are

just as discouraging as those spun out by any other ethical theory.
Like theTand ¢l ic, deep ccology takes notice of particular specimens
of animal, that is, those that are rare or endangered, bukGnlyhecause
“their disappearance would make the world less diverse and compley,

and thus diminish the Self. One could, of course, extend the idea of
sclt-realization o animals, and attempt to argue that hunting an
animal, or killing it for food, preyents it from realizing its full pmuﬂzw
-li.ll, butdeep ecolopy seems rm'mlv('nu'bwilh such matters, In tact,
Naess supports so-called “wildlife management” (Lcology, Conmng
wity, and Lifestyle) while Americans Bill Devall and George Sessions
20O so far as to sugpest that hunting can help developa “sense of place
andintuitive understanding of the connections between humans and

nonhumans, with a respect for the principle of biocentric cquality”
{IRR). And in this country, at least, deep ceologists are notoriously
contamptuous of domeste animals, condemmning them as human
arutacts having negative impact on diversity. In short, from a decs

seology perspective, both humans and their animal creations ar:

aintessentially had animals, embodied forms to be scorned an

1 d

; (l"x:)ccu‘(bm pursuit Funiomwitlh abst ract “pature "\>
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Karen DAVIS founder, president, and director of United Poultry

Concerns, she weites o lot about poultey issues too, 1995 Animals and
Women, P, 0L-203

A question for environmentalism coneerns the nature of the big
realm ic claims to represent and worry about.” [f cc o re-
parded, theconerete manifestarions of existence aoe i nsequential >
what suhst;mc@his realm possess? What are s contents ang

TWIETe do thoy renide cxactly? Can (e ioaphore e thas-helowed
out without heing converted 1o a shell? An ccologist once said in an
terview thatthe individual Tife 1s a mere “Blip on a grid” compared

] to the e process Yet, iemay be that there o life process” aparn

V}' from thelindividygyl bt Gissume wherchy wt(mh‘r»‘ 1. The
“process” is an inference, an abstraction, and while there s nothing

- wrong with senceralizing and speculating on the hasis of expericnee,

”T: i—@@(hv UNKNown at the cxpegrae ol the known shows o DCTYCISity
of will. Flow is 4t possible, as e envitonmentalist ASSCPUs (0w g

@ ahout 2l (he Plantsand creatures” of 2 system while managing o
el - avoid caring about cach and every ones Why would ANYONC want not

Ql s~ tocare?

[ know of no composer or lover of music who disparages the

g, individual notes of a composition the way some environmentalists
scorn the individual animals of this world. Maybe this is because the
musically cducated Person pereeives in cach note the universe of

N song that note in turn helps to create. The poct William Blake said

Hhiish that we must learn (o see the universe in g grain of sand. We must

7 Comerer learn with cqual justice and pereeption o hear the music of the
/sphcrcs in the cluck of a chicken, starting with the hen who, histo-
rian Page Smih says, “is rich in comfortable sounds, chirps and
Mngz-rv/' chirrs, and, when she js a young pullet, a kind of sweet singing that iy
full of contentment when she s clustered together with her sisters
and brothers in an undifferentiated huddle of peace and well-heing
waiting for darkness 1o envelop them” (Smith and Danicl 1975, 334).

IfI'think like a mountain, will 1 be able to hear this hen singing?
To accept the environmentalist areument that the suffering of
, individual animals is inconscquential compared 1o the ozone layer,
ot “Wemust he willing o admit that the sufferings of minority oups
“raped women, battered wives, abused children people sitting on
deathtow, and our Toved ones ar¢smal] potatoeSheneath the hole in
the sky. To worry about any of them is, in cffect, to miniaturize the,
Tig picture to portraits of battcrc_dpunpv does ¥ Or does cnvironmen-
talism shift to the more convenient ground, when it comes to hu-
mans and oncsclf, where all species are equal but one specices is more
equal than others and membershin has jrs Roivileges? An environs
mentalist writes: “We care about bears and buttercups for them.
sclves, but also for us humans. That's tl@;ﬂiM"mtcsimlm
tore 1 des a_hospitable environmene” (Knox
L-l%’l, 37). The reasoning may or may not he sound; the .w.nsihilily

Ve Foey

makes my hackles rise,
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Linda VANCE California Inst. OF integral studies, SF. Lexturer,
summer time Ranger @ San Juan / Rio Grande national Forest in
Durango, CA, 1995 Animals and Women. P. |65 —(6(
The problem with moral tales, of course, is that they require us to
depart from the partienlar and to chase after the general, universaliz-
@ able truth Phe frags areCecvely poncylien oy befordthe pond
dries up; they disappear as soon as Limpose a narrative on them. But
NARMTE “the point of most human n: H‘FJUVQ of course,_is to illyminare the
Thaip experience, so i should come asna surprise that narralives
— about animals and nature tend to be human centered, or to exist for
forettoro Chuman sy

2

Hilus human centeredness were only @ curious feature of n: iure

wnlnu,, an increasingly popular genre hut s minor one noncthe lus
1t might not be cause for concern. But unfortunately, story-making is
not so limited One of the majorcontributions—of-postmadernism
_thus far has been to challenye us to recopnize that all human knowl-
cdge 1 Lb&\ld“y narratw) just story in thc makmg, We do not so
#-this is true
whether we are nature writers or u,()l();,hts cnvm)nmcntal law-

yers or ethicists, historians or geographers. 1pose our cultural

V' oand uhﬂptw’xﬁmﬁwdﬁvm on the world hike templates et cre: LUy
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